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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance in view of the foregoing amendments and the 
following remarks are respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1-8, and 10-15 will be pending in the 
present application. Claim 16 has been cancelled by this amendment. 

Claims 1, 8, and 16 stand objected to due to minor informalities. Applicant 
submits that the above amendments to the claims correct the specific deficiencies cited by the 
Examiner. In particular, the language describing the relative widths and dimensions of the 
various components has been amended to remove the "substantially the same" language. Claim 
16 has been cancelled rendering its rejection moot. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests 
that the above rejection of claims 1, 8, and 16 be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-6, 8, 10, and 12-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,693,944 to Rich ("the '944 patent"). In addition, claims 7 
and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over the '944 patent in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 5,256,160 to Clement ("the '160 patent"). Applicant respectfully traverses 
these rejections for the reasons presented below. 

Independent claims 1, 8, and 16 have been amended to clarify that the cell core 
width in combination with a thickness of the first window is not less than the cell body width. 
As a result, the cell core width in combination with the thickness of the first window defines a 
maximum width of the sample cell over the length of the sample cell that is inserted into a 
sidestream gas monitoring system. This is important for the sample of the present invention, 
because it is a sidestream sample cell, as opposed to a mainstream sample cell taught by the '944 
patent. 

As a sidestream sample cell, the entire sample cell (or at least a portion thereof) is 
capable of being inserted lengthwise into a receptacle in a gas sampling system so that the gas 
flow path is positioned proximate to the radiation emitter and detector. If the combination of the 
thickness of the first window did not define a maximum width of the sample cell over the length 
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of the sample cell that is inserted into a sidestream gas monitoring system, as is the case in the 
sample cell of the '944 patent, the sample cell could not be inserted into a receptacle while 
allowing the ends of the path 143 to be positioned proximate to the emitter and detector. 

The sample cell taught by the '944 patent is intended for use in a mainstream gas 
sampling system. As such, the sample cell includes structures that define a seat for a sensor head 
that mounts onto the sample cell. The need for these features in a mainstream sample cell 
differentiate the sample cell of the '944 patent from that recited in the amended independent 
claims of the present application. 

In the Office Action dated February 23, 2006, the Examiner alleges that it would 
be obvious to eliminate the U-shaped casing in the sample cell of the '944 patent, because "rough 
alignment could achieved manually, which may be sufficient for gas analysis depending on the 
application." See page 10, lines 21-22 of the February 23, 2006 Office Action. Applicant 
submits that this conclusion is not correct in light of the clarification that the sample cell is for 
use in a sidestream gas monitoring system. In which case, even if the U-shaped casing is 
eliminated, the sample cell would not be suitable for a sidestream monitoring system, because 
nothing in the 4 944 patent teaches or suggest such a use. 

Applicant still further maintains that it would not be obvious to modify the sample 
cell taught by the '944 patent to eliminate the U-shaped casing, because this would involve 
eliminating walls that are necessary to allow the sensor head to mount onto the sample cell and to 
align the sensor head on the sample cell properly. The Examiner's suggestion that rough 
alignment could achieved manually, and that this may be sufficient for gas analysis depending on 
the application, is pure conjecture and/or an improper review of the prior art based solely on 
hindsight. 

For the reasons presented above, applicant respectfully submits that independent 
claims 1 and 8 are not rendered obvious by the cited references. In addition, claims 2-7 and 9-15 
are also not rendered obvious due to their dependency from independent claims 1 or 8. Claim 16 
has been cancelled rendering its rejection moot. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests that 
the above rejection of claim 1-8 and 10-16 be withdrawn. 
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No additional claim fees are believed to be required as a result of the above 
amendments to the claims. Nevertheless, the Commission is authorized to charge any fee 
required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 or 1.17 to deposit account no. 50-0558. 

All objections and rejections have been addressed. It is respectfully submitted 
that the present application is in condition for allowance and a Notice to the effect is earnestly 
solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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